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On the surface at least, Mike does seem to point to an apparent 
contradiction regarding your use of Willis. On the one hand, you 
rely heavily upon Willis's statements in support of your theory, 
and yet in some respects the record seems to suggest that 
Willis's testimony is not always reliable. So you must figure out 
how to reassure the reader that, in the instances you've chosen, 
Willis can indeed be considered reliable. It's a key point. 
Anything you can do to bolster it, will help your case 
immeasurably . 

It also appears that you need to provide a stronger (or perhaps 
clearer?) argument in support of a probable shot at Frame 190. In 
part, Mike's concerned about your selective reliance on the 
Warren Commission report regarding the obstructing tree (despite 
your overall --and appropriate- -disregard for the report in 
general) . Can you clarify and strengthen your case for Frame 190. 
Again, we're troubleshooting here, trying to eliminate any cause 
for the kind of criticism that could undermine your overall 
argument . 

Most of the so-called "tone” problem has disappeared in this new 
version of the manuscript. Which is terrific. At the same time, 
Mike does caution you to eliminate your lingering tendency to 
make "categorical statements" of fact that, in actuality, remain 
in dispute. This might simply require you to ackncpwledge more 
explicitly that you're aware that a particular point continues to 
be debated- - i . e . , no consensus yet--even though you yourself are 
convinced that your perspective is correct. 

Although he admits "he's no lawyer," Mike detected nothing in his 
close reading of the manuscript that seems potentially libelous. 
That's extremely encouraging to say the least. 

Mike does, however, question the level of detail you apply to a 
consideration of the Single Bullet Theory in Part VI. Do you 
think you can link that material more directly to the discussion 
of Zapruder or at least explain to your readers why so much of 
the discussion in this section appears to move away from the film 
itself? Obviously, I'm not saying that you should radically 
condense or remove that material, only provide a clearer 
indication for its relation to the overall enterprise of the 
book. 






Finally, somewhere, perhaps very early on or in a bibliographical 
statement, you need to acknowledge the profusion of sites on the 
Internet that focus on the assassination and, more specifically, 
the Zapruder frames. In doing so, it would be good to point out 
the predominant limitations of this (mostly non- scholarly) 
material, while singling out one or two sites that are 
sufficiently worthy to merit a visit. 

In sum, I'm more excited than ever about this project and am 
really encouraged by the care, critique, and support Mike has 
offered here. He's not one to mince words or to shy away from 



calling it like he sees it. The fact that he's so strongly 
positive is both very promising for the book and a real tribute 
to your considerable efforts to refine and improve your work. So 
thanks again, I really appreciate that. 

I'll follow very shortly (within the week I hope) with additional 
reactions from my own reading. In the meantime, you should begin 
to figure out how to address Mike's concerns in what will become 
the final version of the manuscript (prior to copyediting of 
course) . 

Best wishes. 



✓ 

Editor-in-chief 




